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person to repurchase bonds if unsatisfactory to the vendee is within the 
statute. Chamberlain v. Jones, 32 App. Div. N. Y. 237. And, when the 
third person is the agent of the vendor, the same has been held. Morse v. 
Douglass, 99 N. Y. S. 392. 

Insurance — Policy — Cancellation by Insurer — Return of Un- 
earned Premium. — Taylor v. Insurance Co. of North America, 105 Pac. 
354 (Okl.). — Held, that the return of the unearned premium is essential 
to a cancellation of a policy by an insurance company, where the policy 
among other things provides, "When this policy is cancelled by this com- 
pany by giving notice, it shall retain only the pro rata premium." Dunn 
and Hayes, J.J., dissenting. 

If the policy gives the insurer the right at any time to cancel and re- 
turn the unearned premium, "upon surrender of the policy," or the right 
to cancel "upon notice," the return of the premium or tender thereof is 
not a condition precedent to the cancellation of the policy. Phoenix 
Mutual Fire Insurance Co. v. Brecheisen, 50 Ohio St. 542; Arnfeld v. 
Guardian Assurance Co., 172 Penn. St. 605 ; Newark Fire Ins. Co. v. Sam- 
mons, 11 111. App. 230. If, however, the return of the unearned premium 
is a condition for exercising the right of cancellation, a failure to return 
or tender the premium renders the attempted cancellation nugatory. 
Peoria M. & F. Ins. Co. v. Botto, 47 111. 516; White v. Conn. Fire Ins. Co., 
120 Mass. 330. In New York, under the "New York Standard policy," 
whose words regarding cancellation are similar to those used in the case 
under discussion, a return or tender of the unearned premium is necessary 
to the cancellation of the policy. The court, in coming to this conclusion 
said, that although it is not within the language, it is implied. Tisdell v. 
New Hampshire Fire Ins. Co., 155 N. Y. 163. In Chrisman & Sawyer 
Banking Co. v. Hartford Fire Ins. Co., 75 Mo. App. 310, the court came 
to the same conclusion on the ground that a contract cannot be brought 
to an end by one party except by placing the other party in statu quo. 
Likewise, in Continental Ins. Co. v. Daniel, 25 Ky. Law Rep. 1501, the 
same was held, on the ground that the provision is somewhat ambiguous, 
and should be construed most strongly against the insurer. The dissenting 
opinion in the case at hand, is based on the ground that the court is really 
making a contract for the parties, while a court's jurisdiction only goes as 
far as the construction of a contract. Ibid. Lewis v. Comm'rs of Bourbon 
Co., 12 TCan. 186. 

Insurance — Subrogation — Actions — Parties. — Hanton v. New 
Orleans & C. R. Light & Power Co., 50 So. 544 — Held, that where the 
owner of property which has been destroyed by fire through another's 
negligence has been paid part of his losses by an insurer, who thereby be- 
comes subrogated to the remedies of the assured, an action to recover 
from the wrongdoer the value of the property destroyed is properly 
brought in the name of the assured, and the insurer is not a necessary 
party to such action. 

It is well settled that if a loss by fire is not settled by a third person 
legally bound for its satisfaction and the insurance company is compelled 
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to pay the loss, it is entitled to equitable subrogation to the claim of the 
insured against such third person. Hart v. Western R. Co., 13 Met. (Mass.) 
99. But the insurance company can recover only to the extent to which 
it has been compelled to reimburse the assured for his loss. Chicago R. 
Co. v. Glenny, 175 111. 238. The insurance company which had paid only a 
part of the loss cannot maintain an action against the third party, as this 
would result in a splitting up of the cause of action. Mobile Ins. Co. v. 
Columbia R. Co., 41 S. C. 408. But by statutory provisions it is usually 
possible by joinder to maintain a single action by which the rights of all 
shall be determined. Home Ins. Co. v. Oreg. R. Co., 20 Ore. 569. By 
virtue of the subrogation, the company may use the name of the insured 
without his consent. Mut. F. Ins. Co. v. Hutchinson, 21 N. J. Eq. 107. 
But under statutory provisions allowing the real party in interest to sue, 
the company may maintain the action in its own name. Hartford Ins. Co. 
v. Wabash R. Co., 74 Mo. App. 106. 

Intoxicating Liquors — Local Option — "Spirituous, Vinous, or 
Malt Liquors." — City of Bowling Green v. McMullen, 122 S. W. 823 
(Ky.).— The Kentucky statutes, 1909, Sect. 2557, made it unlawful, after a 
local option election resulting in the vote against the sale of "spirituous, 
vinous, or malt liquors," to sell any such liquors. Held, that in view of 
any prior judicial construction of the words in prior statutes on the sub- 
ject, the statute is not violated by the sale of malt liquor containing less 
than two per cent of alcohol, and not intoxicating in the largest quantity 
in which it may be drunk. O'Rear, J., dissenting. 

The weight of authority, contrary to the holding of the case at hand, 
seems to be that if a statute specifically forbids the sale or unlicensed 
sale of a certain liquor, as "malt liquor," the question of the intoxicating 
properties of the liquor sold is immaterial. Evans v. State, 113 Ga. 749; 
State v. O'Connell, 99 Me. 61 ; State v. York, 74 N. H. 125. Thus, in 
Commonwealth v. Reyburg, 122 Pa. St. 299, no issue was raised under 
Act. Pa., 1887, prohibiting the sale of malt, brewed, vinous, or spirituous 
liquors, as to whether the liquor sold was intoxicating. However, in the 
construction of statutes the prime object is to ascertain and carry out the 
purpose of the legislature in their enactment, and to do this the words 
used in the instrument should be first considered in their literal significa- 
tion; but it is often necessary to inquire beyond such meaning of words. 
Evansville v. Summers, 108 Ind. 192. Courts also in construing or inter- 
preting a statute, give much weight to the interpretation put upon it at 
the time of its enactment. Com. v. Parker, 2 Pick. 556 (Mass.). 

Licenses — Constitutionality — Exemption of Occupation. — State 
ex rel. Greenwood v. Ramage, 123 N. W. 823 (Minn.).— Held, that a city 
ordinance prohibiting peddling without a license, which exempts "vendors 
of farm produce or green fruits and vegetables" is void. 

It is well settled that the constitutional requirement of uniformity does 
not necessarily prohibit a license tax on business or avocation. McGhee 
v. State, 92 Ga. 21 ; Morril v. State, 38 Wis. 428. Yet such requirement is 
violated by a license fee which does not fall alike on all persons engaged 



